The quotes presented above are taken from the online debates of two different, but related, political movements in Kuwait. The first is from the liberal dominated 2006 campaign to change the electoral law, and the second is from the ongoing oppositional movement seeking extensive political reform,2 dominated by Islamist and tribal protagonists. Judging by the examples given above, a difference between the two can also be found in terms of language preferences: the protagonists in the 2006 campaign apparently preferred Kuwaiti Arabic (ka), and those in 2012 Standard Arabic (sa). Why is this so?
This chapter seeks to answer this question through an empirical study of the written language employed online by activists engaged in the two campaigns. The findings are compared to random samples of Twitter-usage in the country, in order to establish whether or not the language employed by political activists differ from that of the average Kuwaiti Twitter user. The findings suggest a tendency towards ka features among the liberal activists in 2006, a tendency towards sa features among the oppositional activists currently active, and an equal distribution of ka and sa features among the "average" Twitter user. Before the findings are presented in detail, however, a look at the relevant context and the background for this study is in place.
First of all, the sheer volume of written material published online dictates academic attention. Globally, more than 320 million people use Twitter monthly, in more than 35 languages.3 As for Facebook, the site had more than 1 billion daily users as of November 2015, and 1,55 billion monthly users.4 About one billion unique users visit YouTube every month, and hundreds of millions of hours of video are watched every day.5 On Wordpress, more than 56 million new posts and 52,5 million comments are published every month.6 In short, an enormous production takes place continuously online, the likes of which has never before been seen. Although internet access and usage varies greatly between Arab states, the online production in the region is also tremendous. According to the Mohammed Bin Rashid School of Government (formerly the Dubai School of Governance), the internet penetration rate in the Arab world reached 36% in 2014, as compared to a global average of 40 % (Mourtada and Salem 2014:1) .7 Similarly, social media usage in the region is on the rise, and from 2013 to 2014, the number of Twitter and Facebook users increased with 54 % and 49%, respectively (Mourtada, Salem and Shaer 2014:6) . For those interested in the use and development of the Arabic language, this widespread internet usage raises a number of important questions, including whether or not the increase in the production of written material affects the language used.
Several previous studies of language use online in the Arab world have looked into the use of Arabic written with Latin letters, often referred to as Arabeasy (Aboelezz 2009 , Palfreyman and Khalil 2003 , Peel 2004 , Warschauer, Said and Zohry 2002 . Such studies have found that the language rendered through Latin letters usually is a colloquial variety rather than sa. Similarly, Allman argued that the preliminary evidence (on online communication) "suggests that the internet provides a venue for two socio-linguistic occurrences, the translation of spoken vernacular into writing and the mutual acceptability of colloquial usage online", in addition to code-switching between English and Arabic (Allmann 2009:67) . In her view, features of online communication should be seen in connection with the instantaneous nature of many of the platforms used, as "synchronous modes tend to be more speech-like (…)" (Ibid., p. 65). In her 2012 study of Egyptian blogs, Ramsay looked into the language employed by the top five ranked Arabic language blogs in the country. Interestingly, all bloggers used Arabic script "whatever code they express themselves in" (Ramsay 2012:54) . She found that "the bloggers (…) select their code of representation and adjust it to the aim of the blog and the desired audience" (Ibid., p. 83). More specifically, what she termed activist bloggers tended towards Egyptian Colloquial Arabic (eca), and educational bloggers tended towards sa. As we shall see, the material presented here supports these findings, as the expected audience seems to be a decisive factor in terms of language choices made.
Arabic internet users make choices concerning script (Arabic/Latin), language (Arabic, English, other), and variety (sa or colloquial Arabic), and frequently mix and/or switch between these. As pointed out by Mark Sebba: "written language mixing remains relatively unexplored and under-researched (…)" (Sebba 2012:1) . As for written Arabic online, Ramsay states that "choice of language variety and linguistic style in blogs, electronic communication and throughout cyberspace remains a vast and independent field in Arabic studies which has yet to be explored" (Ibid., p. 83), and that "establishing valid theories and efficient methods (…) is a substantial task yet to be carried out" (Ibid., p. 50). Similarly, Allmann argued that "Arabic language use online is an understudied case" (Allmann 2009:73) . Thus, while most studies seem to agree that the use of written colloquial is a dominant future of online communication and that this may or may not be done using Latin script, it is still too early to draw any definitive conclusions. Moreover, Androutsopoulos argues that researchers need to "demythologize" language use in computer mediated communication (cmc), as early research often used terms such as netspeak that ascribe common features to the language used on particular platforms, such as e-mails (Androutsopoulos 2006:420) . In his view, it is empirically questionable whether a "language of e-mail" exists. Instead, he argued that "[r]ather than identifying e-mail, chat or weblogs as new genres per se [original italic], the question is how these communications technologies are locally appropriated to enact a variety of discourse genres" (Ibid., p. 421) . Similarly, Orgad argued that "[i]t has become clear that the separation between the online and offline cannot be sustained. Researchers have consistently argued for the need to frame the online both in its own right and in relation to other contexts and realities" (Orgad 2008:37) . As such, we should not reduce language use online to a simple function of technology.
This study aims to address some of the issues raised above. Whereas previous studies often have focused on particular writers and informants, this study aims to get the "bigger picture", so to speak, by selecting random samples from the cases in question. As the material gathered is quite extensive, coding of particular features of the language variety employed is used rather than describing the features of the text following a close reading of the material. Recognizing that it is impossible to study language use online per se, the study is focused on a particular activity mediated through online platforms, namely political activism. While most research on language use online so far has focused on Egypt, the cases here are from Kuwait. I do not aim to provide an exhaustive description of the code employed, but rather to establish which code is used, which script is used, and to identify features of ka, sa, or combinations of the two. Finally, the findings are discussed within the relevant contexts (both online and offline), so as to avoid ascribing agency to the internet itself.
Cases, Material, and Analysis
The starting point for this study was the observation by the author that the language employed online by activists in Kuwait seemed to be drifting from what I would describe as an informal mix of ka and sa in the mid-2000s, towards purer sa during the past few years. The observation from the mid-2000s stems from my previous study of a 2006 youth-led campaign to change the electoral districts in Kuwait, known as the Orange Movement (om), in Arabic referred to as either al-Ḥaraka al-Burtuqāliyya or Nabīhā Khamsa (we want five).8 The group demanded five electoral districts -hence the name in Arabic -arguing that this would hinder alleged Government efforts to manipulate elections for the national assembly. The group was born online, and blogs were the preferred platform of activists at the time. Using the 'comments' function on the blogs involved, activists discussed their aims, their arguments, and how to proceed with their campaign. The movement was dominated by ḥaḍar activists (Nordenson 2010) , that is, the part of the population historically living in Kuwait city (in English often referred to as city-dwellers), which also has been the dominant group in socio-economic and political terms. However, several activists of tribal background were also involved, referred to as the badū part of the population, which in turn has been politically and economically marginalized (Al-Nakib 2014, Ghabra 1997) .
Recently, I have been studying a youth-led campaign for political reform in the country, which also makes extensive use of online platforms, and, most of all, Twitter. While the campaign consists of several groups, it can meaningfully be described as one campaign, since there is a general agreement on the main aims: a more democratic Kuwait through reform of the electoral law and the constitution, including instituting a full parliamentary system. The groups and activists have suffered tough reactions from the Government over the past few years, and only a few remain active today. Although the groups involved primarily relied on offline mobilization to effect change, they were highly active online. Twitter was used to argue for their cause, to mobilize followers, and to discuss the issues at hand. Through numerous debates organized around particular hashtags, thousands of participants discussed questions such as why one should implement a parliamentary system, how the constitution should be reformed, and the content of speeches given at rallies. These debates were often initiated by others than the groups active in the campaign, but were clearly based within the oppositional camp. Participants included not only activists, but members of Parliament, journalists, political analysts, members of the royal family, and "regular" Kuwaitis. While there are liberal, ḥaḍar activists taking part in the campaign, it has been dominated by tribal and Islamist activists and politicians.9
Based on the differences observed in the language employed through the two campaigns, this study seeks to answer the following questions:
-What are the characteristics of the language used online by young activists in Kuwait, in terms of the local vernacular as opposed to sa?
-Are there any differences to be identified in the language practices of liberal and religious/tribal activists? -If any differences are observed, what may be the reasons behind these?
The questions are answered through an analysis of material consisting of random samples from the activities of both campaigns. When the om was active in the spring and summer of 2006, Twitter did not exist, and blogs were the preferred platform. One blog in particular can be said to have been the main platform of the movement (called sāḥat al-Ṣafāt, after the central square in Kuwait with the same name), and during the campaign, no less than 65 blog posts and more than 6500 comments were published on the site.10 I have randomly selected 20 comments from three of the largest debates as the sample from this campaign.11 As for the latter campaign, I have identified 27 Twitter debates on oppositional issues organized around hashtags that took place between April 2012 and January 2013, encompassing more than 65 000 tweets. I have randomly selected 50 tweets from three of the largest debates I have identified.12 Importantly, two of these debates were in conflict with one another, as they were concerned with whether or not one should participate in an oppositional demonstration in August 2012. Those intending to participate used one hashtag, and those who did not intend to participate used another. I have included both, so that what presumably are both oppositional and pro-Government Twitter-users are included.
Clearly, the two platforms are not directly comparable in the sense that they have different technical possibilities and limitations. However, if we are to compare activist debates online in 2006 and 2012, there is no alternative to comparing different platforms, and as such, it is a comparison of the online work 10 The blog is still online at http://kuwaitjunior.blogspot.no. Last Accessed: January 20th 2015. 11
In all 60 comments. The blog posts were as follows: May 3rd of activists in the country in 2006 and in 2012/2013. Finally, I have also included random samples of Twitter activity in Kuwait, harvested based on geographical location.13 These are used to establish whether or not the language in political discussions is markedly different from language used for other purposes, or if the language on Twitter in itself is markedly different from that employed earlier on the blog. I only included tweets written in Arabic (be it with Arabic letters or Latin letters), containing a minimum of five words. I excluded tweets that only consist of a Quranic quote, as this hardly is informative of the language choices made by the protagonist in question.
All entries in all samples have been coded according to certain criteria. The intention was to provide a more transparent analysis than if I were to characterize the text as ka, sa, or a mix based on my own reading, in addition to solving the problem caused by the extent of the material. In each entry, I have looked for specific features, or markers, which have been coded as "Kuwaiti", "fuṣḥā", or "both". These included negation, interrogatives, demonstrative pronouns, relative pronoun, adverbs of time, and some particular Kuwaiti expressions.
The features selected for coding were based on which features I expected to find most frequently. I did not include all possible variants of, for instance, negation markers, but rather included the sa and ka variants of those I assumed to be most often employed. The ka variants of these features are based on several sources on the Kuwaiti dialect (Al-Qenaie 2011, Holes 1984 , Holes 1990 , Holes 2011 , Qafisheh 1997 .14 Naturally, one entry may contain more than one feature, of one or more variety. Thus, one entry may contain both fuṣḥā and Kuwaiti negations, fuṣḥā interrogatives, and Kuwaiti relative pronouns, and will be coded as such.15 13 These samples have been harvested based on geographical location, that is, specific coordinates that include Kuwait city and the suburbs. This has been done through an application developed by the Department of Informatics at the University of Oslo, and I am extremely grateful to Morten Erlandsen for his continued help and support in this regard. 50 tweets from each sample have been included, 150 tweets in total. There are some problematic aspects to this approach. For one thing, the sampling is challenging. The possibility of anonymity provided online makes it difficult if not impossible to provide accurate samples, as it is not possible to determine how many different people actually took part in the debates, if they were situated in Kuwait, and if they were Kuwaitis. Moreover, some sa features are widely used also in the Kuwaiti vernacular, and may be
Kuwait, Activism, and the Internet
Kuwait is not a democracy. The ruling al-Ṣabāḥ family dominates politics in the country, the Amir appoints the Prime Minister, who in turn appoints the cabinet. Important positions such as Prime Minister, defense minister and interior minister, are reserved for members of the royal family (Herb 1999 , Salem 2008 . However, the country has an elected assembly which often has been eager to make use of the powers vested in it. The constitution is somewhat ambiguous, in that it declares Kuwait a democratic country, but at the same time stipulates that much power remains with the royal family. The unresolved question of power sharing characterizes politics in the country, and oppositional forces have sought democratic reform since independence. The room for oppositional politics has been shifting, and the regime has on two occasions dissolved the national assembly for extended periods of time. Throughout the years, the regime has allied itself with various parts of society to face off the opposition, including the Shia population, Islamists, and the tribal population.
In 2006, the Orange Movement was largely allowed to operate freely. The campaign succeeded in their goal, and even met with the Amir afterwards in an apparent sign of appeasement. The current oppositional campaign started in 2009, and although their goal of removing the former Prime Minister was realized, they have increasingly been met with harsh measures from the regime. Thus, while the 2006 campaign was able to conclude its work peacefully, this has not been the case over the past few years. The 2006 campaign represented the breakthrough of youth-led campaigns in Kuwait, and of the internet as a tool for activists and a site for political deliberations. Internet was introduced in Kuwait following the Iraqi occupation, and the Government actively sought to provide access to its citizens. As of 2014, the International Telecommunications Union (itu) estimates that more than 78% of people in Kuwait used the internet.16 This is an increase from 28 % in 2006. It difficult to classify. While this happened surprisingly seldom, there were some dubious instances. In these cases, I have relied on the rest of the message in order to interpret the feature in question. Some of the entries from the random Twitter sample have been difficult to interpret, due to a lack of both context and any established practice as to the spelling of several words in ka. Finally, this approach clearly does not provide the whole picture on the language employed, concerning, for instance, the spelling of ka, how and when ka and sa are mixed, and so on. These reservations should be kept in mind when reading the analysis and my conclusions. 16 The International Telecommunications Union, statistics, "Percentage of Individuals using the internet". Available online: http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/stat/default .aspx. Accessed: November 17, 2015.
is unclear, however, if this number refers to Kuwaiti citizens, or to people living in the country. Kuwait has a substantial amount of foreign workers, as well as a large, stateless population known as Bidūn (meaning "without," that is, those without citizenship). There is every reason to believe that the number of internet users is higher among Kuwaiti citizens than within the total population of the country. In terms of internet usage, social media are popular in Kuwait, and in particular Twitter. In fact, the country has the highest number of Twitter users per capita in the world (Mocanu et al. 2013) . Influential figures in Kuwaiti society are highly active on the platform, and media in the country routinely refer to debates that take place. The Government, for its part, seems to take Twitter very seriously, and has increasingly persecuted activists for utterances made on the platform, even revoking citizenships.17
The Findings
The markers used in the analysis were selected based on what I assumed would appear quite frequently. However, many entries in all samples contained none or only a few of the markers used18 -an obvious problem for my analysis.
The samples from the political debates on the blog contain substantially more markers than the other samples, and negation is by far the marker that most frequently occurs. In fact, negation is the only marker that is found somewhat regularly, that is, in about half of the entries. However, although few entries contain many markers, the distribution of those markers that are found is quite evenly spread out. In other words, if we look at whether or not entries contain at least one marker as opposed to no marker at all, the picture changes. More than half of the entries from the sample of political debates on Twitter, and more than two thirds of the entries in the blog samples and the random Twitter samples, contain at least one marker.19 Still, as some entries only contain one marker, there clearly is a risk that single words may affect the analysis in a disproportionate manner. On the other hand, some of the tweets contain very few words -in some instances only five. It would be highly surprising if these short messages should contain many markers, but they are nevertheless part of the online, written production that takes place. Thus, we need to integrate these in our analysis regardless of the number of words used. In this regard, I believe the design applied here has proved to be adequate. Furthermore, if we are to make use of random sampling and larger data sets, as proposed here, a close reading of the entire material is hardly a realistic option. As a result, the only findings that will be used are those based on the distribution of negations, and on all markers seen together.
For negation, the coding of the material provided the results shown in figure  11 .1.
The samples from the blog quite clearly tend towards a preference for ka (red), whereas the samples from the political While most of the tweets contained quite straight forward messages as the one given above, there were also quite a few rather lofty and passionate messages, which -perhaps -may have affected style, as in the following example: The results are remarkably similar when all markers are seen together, as shown in figure 11.2.
The samples from the blog quite clearly tend towards ka, the samples from the political debates quite clearly tend towards sa, and the random Twit-ter samples are found in the middle, with distribution being perfectly equal between ka and sa. That being said, there were exceptions in all samples. On several occasions, participants in the Twitter debates seemingly preferred ka, and participants in the blog debates sa: No thanks needed (to those who fulfill their duty). Is it necessary that we thank the Government for the decision on the [electoral] districts that will reform Kuwait? Is it necessary that we thank the Government for removing the symbols of corruption (the corrupted)? Is it necessary that we thank the Government for amending the law on social security? No thanks needed (to those who fulfill their duty). Whereas the comments written on the blog on a few occasions combined ka and sa, this was seldom found in the random Twitter samples, and almost never took place during the political debates on Twitter. The sa feature most often combined with the preferred ka in the comments written on the blogs was negations, although this hardly can be identified as a clear pattern: On at least one occasion, the mixing seems to have taken place as a consequence of the use of a fixed expression: (…)  ‫ع‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ئ‬  ‫ل‬  ‫ة‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ل‬  ‫ص‬  ‫ب‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ح‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ت‬  ‫ذ‬  ‫ك‬  ‫ر‬  ‫ه‬  ‫م‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ب‬  ‫و‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ل‬  ‫د‬  ‫س‬  ‫ت‬  ‫و‬  ‫ر‬  ‫و‬  ‫ط‬  ‫ب‬  ‫ع‬  ‫ا‬  ‫م‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ق‬  ‫ص‬  ‫د‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ح‬  ‫م‬  ‫د‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ل‬  ‫ف‬  ‫ه‬  ‫د‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ل‬  ‫و‬  ‫ق‬  ‫ت‬  ‫ك‬  ‫ا‬  ‫ل‬  ‫س‬  ‫ي‬  ‫ف‬  ‫ا‬ Similarly, in the very few instances ka was combined with the preferred sa variety in the political debates on Twitter, these were most often negations, although these cases also can be ambiguous, as in the following example: However, even if negation is the feature that most often appear in general, there is hardly any basis to claim that negations is the feature that most often is mixed, also when the writer has a clear preference for either ka or sa. Within the random Twitter samples, there is no clear pattern to identify. When ka and sa features are combined, these include everything from negations to 22 The term "the father of the constitution" is a reference to former Amir Shaikh ʿAbdallāh al-Sālim (ruler 1950-1965) , who presided over Kuwait's transition to an independent country and the introduction of the constitution and the parliamentary system. By many Kuwaitis, in particular those in favor of reform, he is seen as the father of the modern state and an example of a just ruler. adverbs to interrogatives. Thus, this material does not suggest that there are any particular ka features that are kept also by those writing sa, nor the other way around.
‫ا‬
The language used on the blog seems less formal than that of the political debates. The random samples constitute a middle ground, which may not be surprising: the tweets included in this sample may serve any purpose at all, they may have been written within many different contexts, with many different intended or expected audiences. This observation is further strengthened when we look at the languages used in the different samples, and the script with which the entries were written. A review of all tweets and comments in all the samples show that Arabic written in Arabic script is the preferred alternative in all three samples, but to varying degrees: while 100 % of the tweets in the political debates were written in this manner, the corresponding figures for the blog debates and the random sample are 76% and 80,5 %, respectively. The second most preferred alternative in the latter two was English (constituting 11% and 13,5%, respectively), followed by a combination of Arabic in Arabic script and English (5,5% and 2,5%) and Arabic written in Latin letters (3 % and 1%).
Thus, even though protagonists in the blog debates in 2006 might have faced technical difficulties in terms of writing Arabic with Arabic script, Arabeasy was almost never used. Rather, those not writing using Arabic script preferred English, or a combination of Arabic and English. The use of English is in itself interesting, as the debates mostly were conducted in Arabic. As follows, in order to participate one needed to understand Arabic (including ka), but some still chose to write their response in English, and seemingly assumed that everyone else would understand them:
Dear friends, I think what is going on here is very healthy. Everyone should be able to vent out what they are thinking about the picture. The latter user above went on to mix Arabic in Arabic script and English for the remainder of the post. The passages in Arabic and English were different, what Sebba refers to as complementarity (Sebba 2012:15) , which requires the reader to understand both languages in order to grasp the entire post. The use of English should be seen in connection with wide distribution of education in Kuwait, and the fact that many liberals, including the authors of the blog in question, have studied abroad (Nordenson 2010) .
The political debates on Twitter were conducted in Arabic using Arabic script. This is hardly indicative of the participants not being able to read and write English, and groups and activists involved in the oppositional campaigns sometimes did write in English, particularly when they sought international attention towards their struggle. Rather, it seems the commonly accepted norm was that debates on domestic Kuwaiti issues were held in Arabic, written in Arabic script. As for the random sample, we see that Arabic written with Latin letters is almost nonexistent also in these entries. English, however, is used by quite a few, and 2% of the tweets were written in other languages than those listed here. This should not be surprising, as these were harvested solely based on geographical location. The majority of people living in Kuwait are not Kuwaiti citizens, and that foreigners chose to write in English or any other native language is hardly unexpected. In all, Arabic written in Latin letters is not a dominant feature of the online writings studied here; not in 2006 when some technical difficulties still existed, and not today. For those not writing in Arabic script, English is the preferred alternative. The question then, both with regard to the language and script used as well as the other findings presented here, would be what these results tell us, and how they can be explained.
Dominant Features and Possible Explanations
First of all, the findings support the point raised by Androutsopoulos (Androutsopoulos 2006:420-421 ) that there is no particular online language, not for the internet as such nor for any particular platform. There is a marked difference between the language employed in 2006 and in 2012, and there is also a difference between the political debates on Twitter and the random samples. As all entries were mediated online, this in itself is not a decisive factor. The topic of discussion, the participants, and the offline and online contexts seem to be of more importance. This does not mean that the technology involved is irrelevant. The 140 character limit set by Twitter is a constraint, although applications such as Twitlonger offer the possibility of publishing longer messages. Moreover, the instantaneous nature of online chat services does not encourage the user to spend time considering his or her grammar.
The results show that the local vernacular is used in writing online in Kuwait, supporting the agreement within the field that computer mediated communication has caused an increase in the use of written colloquial Arabic (Allmann 2009 , Palfreyman and Khalil 2003 , Ramsay 2012 , Warschauer, Said and Zohry 2002 . This development is worrying to some proponents of sa, as the spread of colloquial varieties is seen to damage the written Arabic language (Mejdell 2008:115) . However, the widespread use of written local dialects online does not in itself necessarily indicate a shift in language preferences. While online written communication may replace traditional letters, by and large it represents something new, and a massive expansion of written communication. Unlike letters, much of this communication takes place in public, on platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube. Thus, the local varieties may just as well have filled a vacancy as they have replaced sa, and the use is a lot more visible than the use of local varieties may have been in the past.
Within the random samples, the distribution of ka and sa features is perfectly equal. Between the debates on the blog and on Twitter, there is a marked difference, and the tendency seems to be quite clear. One possible explanation for this would be the protagonists. The oppositional campaign in Kuwait over the past few years have been led by tribal and Islamist activists, as well as tribal and Islamist politicians, whereas the 2006 Orange Movement was dominated by liberal ḥaḍar.23 This may help explain the differences in the language employed. In a 2011 study of spoken Arabic in Kuwait, al-Qenaie found that ḥaḍar-speakers were less formal than badū-speakers (Al-Qenaie 2011:255). Given that previous studies have suggested that the instantaneous nature of cmc resemble that of spoken language (Allmann 2009, Palfreyman and Khalil 2003) , similarities between written language online and spoken language offline may not be surprising. On the other hand, if this indeed is the most important factor, then we would expect to see a difference between the tweets using the hashtag in favor of participating in a demonstration -the view held by the opposition -and the tweets using the competing hashtag -the view held by those supporting the regime. However, I found no clear difference between the two.
Al-Qenaie also notes that the subject of discussion and the situation within which a discussion takes place is important in terms of the presence of ka or sa features of speech. Political discussions, in his analysis, are quite close to sa, with relatively few instances of colloquial features (Al-Qenaie 2011:254). Again, this may be of interest in order to explain the differences observed here. The 2006 debates on the blog were not only concerned with the issue at handreform of the electoral districts -but also with how the movement should con- 23 That being said, there are many examples that indicate that while each movement may have been dominated by protagonists from different groups in society, individuals from all parts of Kuwaiti society took part.
duct their work, that is, strategic discussion among those taking part. The 2012 debates on Twitter, on the other hand, were of a somewhat different nature: whether or not one should participate in a demonstration and thus support the opposition, and how to react to the speech given by a prominent oppositional politician. There were also strategic debates among the opposition that took place on Twitter, but these had markedly fewer participants.24 This, I believe, is linked to a very important difference between the 2006 and 2012 debates, namely the space in which they took place, and by extension, the intended and expected audience.
Internet usage was very different in Kuwait in 2006 than in 2012. As we have seen above, more than twice as many people use the internet in Kuwait today as compared 2006. Thus, even in an ideal scenario where a very high number of the total internet-users in the country visited the blog in question, those engaging in debates back then wrote for less people than those taking part in 2012. Moreover, online platforms were not an established tool for political activists in 2006, and they were not an established arena for political debates -they were introduced as such by the Orange Movement. Mark Lynch claims that "prior to 2006, most observers had seen the Kuwaiti blogosphere as relatively disengaged from politics and marginal to the public realm" (Lynch 2007:15) . This stands in sharp contrast to the status of Twitter as an arena for debate today. According to al-Arabiyya, the Kuwaiti opposition view Twitter as the most important arena.25 Ahead of the July 2013 elections, hopeful candidates spent up to us $ 35 000 to hire help in communicating on the platform, as it was seen as "a favorite platform to promote political campaigns".26 Importantly, these debates are taken very seriously by the regime, as evidenced by the harsh sentencing of some participants.
The nature of the debates was also different. Although the 2006 bloggers clearly sought to reach as wide an audience as possible with their message, the discussions predominantly took place between participants in the cam- paign. The blog often referred to a perceived "we", meaning those participating, fighting a righteous struggle against "them", meaning those who disagreed (Nordenson 2010:57) . In other words, they were concerned with the unity of the group, and with building a strong community. This was confirmed by one key blogger, who argued that while they all were strangers prior to the campaign, they became "close cyber-friends" (Ibid., p. 58). While clearly important in order to build a strong movement, it also has implications for the tone and the language used during the discussions. Given the modest use of internet in Kuwait at the time, it also seems likely that the participants in the campaign were quite similar in terms of age and social background. In contrast, those participating in the 2012 debates were, in theory, speaking to leading politicians and members of the royal family, and were most of all concerned with expressing their view. Although the 2006 debates were published in public, they were of a more private character than those of 2012. As a consequence, activists in 2006 primarily addressed their fellow campaigners. They often did so directly using the online user-names of others, and the tone by and large is amicable and informal; they were all part of the same group, they shared the same goals, and they often discussed how to best achieve these goals. A formal tone would hardly have been productive under these circumstances. The 2012 debates were different in this regard, and there is also a difference in the platforms used. In a debate in the comments field of a blog, all comments are gathered in one place, and it is easy to see who takes part and who does not. On Twitter, every user will see all tweets of those they follow in real time on their feed. Alternatively, they may follow a particular hashtag, which those participating in the debates most likely did. Then, one will also see all tweets using this hashtag in real time on one's feed. As some of these debates generated up to 10 000 tweets, nobody would read them all. If one user wishes to address another user directly, s/he may do so by including his/her username in the message, but this was hardly ever done in the debates studied.
These differences in practice, or modes of discussion, between the blog debates and the Twitter debates affect the nature of the writings. As discussed above, many observers have argued that online writings could be quite similar to speech, particularly on certain platforms such as chat clients. Conversations online can be interactive, synchronous and sequential, features that Mark Sebba argues are crucial for conversational code-switching (Sebba 2012:6) . The instantaneous nature of such discourse would also affect the time available to plan and produce a response for those taking part. As pointed out by Mejdell, a lack of such planning may affect the style of the speech in question (Mejdell 2006:381) . This is quite different from written discourse, as observed by Eid: "Whereas spoken discourse is produced instantly in response to stimulus, lin-guistic or otherwise, written discourse is not. It is typically edited by the author, and possibly others as well, and has the advantage of hindsight and time" (Eid 2002:205) . The differences observed by Eid are highly relevant to the differences in practice described above: those taking part on the blog discussed instantaneously and sequentially with each other on the same site, with all entries being visible for all participants. Those taking part on Twitter published an utterance in a debate without knowing who they would reach, whether they would receive a response, and their message was not part of a sequential debate. Thus, practice and context should be seen as important features in order to differentiate between utterances that correlate to what traditionally (offline) would be termed "written discourse" and "spoken discourse." The distinction between the terms remains relevant even though the discussion in both cases was in fact written, although other terms may perhaps be used to avoid confusion, such as "speech-like written" and "written". Moreover, these differences in practice may help explain the differences observed between the blog debates and the Twitter debates. Finally, while important in themselves, these differences in practice are closely related to whom the protagonists believe they address. Although most participants on Twitter would have no idea if their tweets were actually read, and if so, by whom, they did know that important persons of authority might take part in the same debate, and in theory might read -and even respond to -their own writings.
Thus, the intended, expected, and possible audiences would be different between the two cases. In this regard, Alan Bell's framework on audience design may explain the differences observed. As argued by Bell, "[s]peakers design their style for their audience" (Bell 1984:159) . Bell further recognizes that other factors also are at play, such as topic and setting, but that these are of relevance due to the implicit connotations on audience they carry with them: "[w]e must continue to treat topic and setting as variables which have independent effects on style, while remembering that at base they are derivative" (Ibid., p. 182). Interestingly, Bell argues that "referee design is shown to be especially powerful in mass communication". Referees are "third persons not physically present at an interaction, but possessing such salience for a speaker that they influence speech even in their absence" (Ibid., p. 186). Referee design is divided into ingroup and outgroup referee design. Ingroup "sees a speaker talking to members of an outgroup, and reacting with a shift towards the style of the speaker's own (absent) ingroup". Outgroup, on the other hand, means that "speakers lay claim to a speech and identity which are not their own but which hold prestige for them on some dimension" (Ibid., . In terms of its relevance for mass communication, Bell turns to the mass media and argues that its audience is unspecific -a "perceived class of persons" (Ibid.:192) .
The protagonists in the political debates on Twitter do not know if they are read by the political elite, but they might be, and accordingly they employ the language they perceive as fitting for the occasion. They do not necessarily design their messages for those that they know will read them, but for those that may or may not be part of the general discussion. The audience, both the expected and the possible, was quite different for those taking part in 2006, and as such, audience design, and in particular referee design, constitutes a compelling explanation for the differences observed.
To the extent that the tendencies identified are representative of online language usage in Kuwait, they underline a key aspect observed also in previous studies: language usage online is not accidental. The protagonists are pragmatic, and use their language resources for different purposes and in different settings. While the average Twitter user in Kuwait may write more or less formally, sa features are preferred when discussing politics. Hence, while it is true that more colloquial Arabic now is used in writing, it is not given that this will diffuse the difference between spoken and written Arabic, as it may occur in addition to and not to the detriment of written sa. Online communication, as we have seen, may be many different things, which may call for different linguistic styles, depending on factors such as audience, subject, setting, and established practice. In fact, online written communication could bolster the use of written sa, as people write more (in a quantitative sense), and use different styles for different purposes, thus becoming more conscious of their linguistic resources. Online communication does, however, offer empowerment in the sense that people are able to write as they like, unhindered by traditional, hegemonic forces in society. Thus, online platforms may be a vehicle to challenge existing perceptions of language usage, but they do not drive such change in and of themselves.
Conclusion
I have described some characteristics of the language used online by activists in Kuwait in two particular cases and identified differences between these. Possible explanations have also been provided, although some questions are left unexplored. It is the hope of this author that this study may serve as a starting point for other investigations into language use online -in Kuwait and elsewhere -and that the explanations suggested may be tested through further, empirical evidence.
The material suggests a marked difference between the blog debates in 2006 and the Twitter debates in 2012, with the former tending towards ka, and the latter tending towards sa. Various possible explanations were discussed, but differences in the intended and the possible audiences seem to be the most compelling. This, in turn, includes -albeit implicitly -differences in subject and setting. Whereas the blog debates in 2006 took place in a semi-private setting and mostly involved people who were familiar with each other and who shared the same goal, the later Twitter debates were part of the public, political debate of the country. If this holds true, it seems an informal tone employing many ka features is considered appropriate and productive when talking to fellow activists, whereas a more formal tone featuring many sa markers is considered appropriate for a public political discourse. This is also in line with the findings presented by al-Qenaie on oral language usage in the country, and may suggest that users consciously and pragmatically adjust their style in accordance with topic, setting, and the audience. It would be interesting to conduct similar studies in other countries. If indeed a certain style is deemed appropriate for public political discussions in Kuwait, this may not be so in other contexts. Furthermore, if users online do adjust their languages, studies on the use of different styles may prove informative as to how various topics, settings, and audiences are perceived in different contexts.
Hopefully, this study may also contribute to the development of methodological designs suitable for such studies, as called for by Ramsay. While previous studies usually have been concerned with particular individuals or small groups of informants, open platforms such as Twitter, Facebook, and Blogs allow us to get the "bigger picture" in the sense of harvesting large samples based on location, subject, and the like. This material can then be analyzed in a number of ways, in this case through coding of ka markers, sa markers, or a combination of the two, but it may of course be used to investigate other features as well. As the design is well suited to identify interesting phenomena and changes on a macro-level, it would be ideal to combine with more detailed studies on a micro-level in order to provide more comprehensive conclusions.
Finally, the study has contributed to the "demythologization" of computer mediated communication called for by Androutsopoulos. There is no evidence in the material studied that suggests that technology is decisive for the language choices made online, or that some distinct 'internet language' exists. Conclusions and theories as to online language usage and the development of Arabic due to its usage online should be informed by topic, setting, audience, practice, and the protagonists involved -not the technology used.
